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REMARKS 

In the application claims 1, 2, 4, 6-10, and 31 remain pending. Claims 3, 5, 1 1-30, 
32, and 33 have been canceled without prejudice. The pending claims presently stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being rendered obvious by Sheriff (U.S. Publication 
No. 2002/0065564) in view of Lappetelainen (U.S. Patent No. 7.072,697). The 
reconsideration of the rejection of the claims is, however, respectfully requested. 

It is respectfully submitted mot the claimed invention is directed to a system in 
which a server device, i.e., a device that serves content, functions to transmit a signal to a: 

je to initiate an ; i niA-mon with the 

port hie device, i.e., to serve such content to the portable device As hi n< e 
wireless receiver subsystem of the portable device responds to the signal by transitioning 
from, a standby state to an active state in which the wireless transceiver subsystem of the 
po»,at>k de\ tec > u< ?d to Pvc ! vv - e cmitei >vTertom zatnvt */Ji the server 
device where the wireless transceiver subsystem consumes less power in the standby state 
than in the acme stax 

Considering now Sheriff, in cited to paragraph 0037 Sheriff discloses a system 
that operates to automatically synchronize content between one or more DCMDs when 
the one or more DCMDs are within close proximity of each other. To this end, paragraph 
0037 of Sheriff describes that a DCMD polls for signals from other devices within 
transmission range and, if a DCMD receives a transmission during polling, the DCMD 

es « ess ceof e i i si us lg a communication protocol. 
8e( ause Sheriff itisch ses a s> item ;.hat relies upon polling, i.e.. a technique in which one 
de\ a n h i all) , rterrog ites o hei de\ v. s the le> ice ha\ e di i to 



transfer , it v» hi t Hscloses asystemtfcat is itttiGtartfloittaflk to 

the system claime 1 Sped iicall) , whereas the ch o a system 

in which a wireless receiver subsystem of a portable device is in a low power, standby 
state until such time as the portable device receives a signal from a server computer that 
functions to indicate to the portable device that the server computer has content to serve 
to the portable device, Sheriff discloses a system in which a receiver subsystem of a 
portable device must com nuall} ii nsn i canals to other device, and accordingly be 
vi Mr 1 -Ik r ac \v ?o%se? orsu i v i c v ^n u o v -> ~ ■* e sc-w 
device has content to transfer as well as to receive such content from the server device. 
Accordingly, because Sheriff discloses a system that is in direct contrast to that which is 
claimed and because nothing from I^appetelainen discloses, teaches, or suggests 
modifying Sheriff to arrive at the exact system claimed (which modification of Sheriff 
would nevertheless be impermissible under. MPEP § 2 , - i % 

submitted that the combination of Sheriff and Lappetehinen cannot be said to present a 
prima facie case of obviousness. For this reason, it is respectfully submitted that the 
rejection of the claims under 35 U.S.C § 103 must be withdrawn. 
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